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9.	If not, can you give me a figure approximately
indicating what further revenue you want for this
purpose?    Would it be a crore or two crores or
what ?—It would be'very difficult to give a figure.
I can give you a rather general idea of the activities
•which are being curtailed.  We have tried to give that
at some length in another part of the memorandum.
 10.	But you could not give a figure ?—For iastance,
we do not see our way to financing the Primary
Education Bill, which purports to introduce com
pulsory education.    A great many of these schemes
axe held  up because we cannot finance them at
present.    We have a big scheme in Bombay for
medical relief for which we expect to experience great
difficulty in finding the recurring expenditure.    We
are being asked for large ,sums for agriculture which
we are not able to find, and so on through the whole
administration.    On   the   reserved   side,   we   have
curtailed the police establishments probably beyond
the limit of safety.
 11.	But you could not give any rough figures ?—
Not any that would be of any service;  I am afraid
they would be so open to criticism that I should be
reluctant to give them.
Do you, Mr. Wiles, attach so much importance to the readjustment of the financial position that you regard that as an essential part of the review of the Reforms ? * * * —I can say yes to that.
16. Do you consider that the port of Bombay is so important to India as a whole as to require such share of capital expenditure to be taken into account in readjusting financial provisions with the Government of India ?—That is 'a point I have never considered. I should be reluctant to give an. answer to that off-hand.
• Mr. Premchand :  In para. 26* under (1) yotf say :
the taxes are assessed by state authorities with
Central Government."
additions for the use of
of the
 19.	Mr. Premchand:   Do you contend, by what
you say in (1), that you should b"e able to increase the
income-tax for provincial purposes ?—(1) is not a
proposal; it indicates only one of the various methods
which could be adopted.
 20.	Does   that  mean   increasing  income-tax  for
provincial purposes ?—Not necessarily.
22. Sir Arthur Froom : I am referring to Chapter IX of the Memorandum prepared by the Government pf Bombay. The history given there represents the Government of Bombay's views on the Meston Settlement, does not it ?—Yes.
23 Have these views been subscribed to gener
ally ? Have they been backed up by Bombay as a
whole ? I am not speaking of government officials,
btrt of the residents of Bombay. Would this Confer
ence be right in understanding that not only are these
the views of the Government of Bombay, but that
they are the views of all the communities in Bombay ?
	I think I can say that without any fear of contra
diction. There has been complete unanimity amongst
all sections of the Bombay people on this particular
matter of the Meston Settlement.
 24.	Would you suggest that that perhaps carnes
more weight because the Bombay Government does
not always receive the support of all parties for then-
proposals ?    Perhaps you would think that for that
reason this carries more weight ?—Such complete
unanimity is a little unusual; I c?n say. that.
 25.	Sir Arthur Froqm :  I remember—you refer to
* Vol. VII., ch. x., p. 30.
 it-in this blue book—the meeting in the town hall of Bombay of citizens at which all communities and creeds were represented and backed up the Government's views in their objections to the Meston Settlement. That meeting took place, I think, in July, 1920 ; is not that so ?—That is before I came to Bombay.
 26.	It was in July, 1920 ;  I remember it perfectly
well.    Government, having the   backing  of  every
body in Bombay, proceeded with a greater heart to
give their views.    Let me take you back a minute to
provincial contribution.    I "understand the Govern
ment of Bombay, in concert with all the other Pro
vincial Governments in India, pressed for the abolition
of provincial contributions ;   is that correct ?—Not
exactly.    In fact, when the first provincial contri
butions were in process of being remitted, when the
Bengal  contribution  was  remitted,   Bombay  pro
tested, and there was a protest from the Legislative
Council of Bombay when the next instalment (th'e
first permanent instalment)  of the remissions' was
given, on the ground that this placed Bombay in a
yet more unfavourable position vis-A-vis the other
provinces.
 27.	Am I correct in thinking Bengal never paid
anything ?—That is so.
 28.	Therefore Bombay did not see why they should
pay ?—We thought we were in a very similar position.
 29.	That is rather natural, having the view that
Bengal and Bombay were the biggest subscribers to
income-tax and should be treated on the same basis ?
—Yes.
 30.	I should like to bring you down to what may
be considered as the whole trouble of this Meston
Report.    Bombay (correct me if I am wrong)  ob
jected to getting no share of the income-tax, did not
they, and at the same time in the Meston Report an
endeavour was made to show how Bombay would get
an increasing share of revenue under what they hoped
would be progressive receipts from land revenue,
excise and general stamps ?—Yes.

 31.	The Meston Award tried to make out they
would get an increasing share of revenue under those
heads ?-—Yes.
 32.	I do not wish to take you into the rather
intricate question of datum years, but would the;
Conference be correct in understanding that in the
Bombay budget for 1928 they expect to receive no
less than 5 crores of revenue short of the estimate
under the Meston Award ?—I should like a little time
to work that out; I am not certain of the figure.
Sir Arthur Froom : The figures I have before me do show that.
33.	The Chairman : This is very important.    Where
shall we find the figures ?—The question is discussed
on page 592 of the Memorandum.*
Sir Arthur Froom : The figure I have in front of me is put in by the Bombay Chamber of Commerce.
The Chairman : 5 crores sounds a great deal if you are comparing two comparatively small totals, but not if you are comparing very big totals, and I do not know what the totals are.
Sir Arthur Froom: I will read them out. Land Revenue, 1928-29, is estimated to be short by 212 lakhs of rupees of the estimate provided by the Meston Committee. That is one head. Excise (1.04 excise on liquor) is estimated to be short by 253 lakhs— 2 | crores. Under General* Stamps there is an estimated shortage of 45 lakhs. If those are added tip,, you get a shortage of revenue of 510 lakhs, which is. about 6 crores.
Colonel Lane-Fox :-Js that for the present year ?
34.	Sir Arthur-Froom:  Yes, for the present fin
ancial year.   It is estimated the revenue of Bombay
will be 5 crores short ol what the Meston Committee
estimated- it would be.—That must be very nearly
true.    If you torn to page 593 of the Memorandum
of the Bombay Government* you will see that the
deficit under Excise is 249 lakhs.   That is at the
bottom of para. 523.

